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Inter-Activism:

Strengthening the Writing Conference1
Darsie Bowden
One of the most liberating features of modern writing centers is the way
they oblige us to (re)examine conventional definitions. Writing centers have

greatly contributed to many of the current developments in composition
pedagogy by encouraging conceptions of "writing," "writer," and "text" that
are fundamentally different from those generated in the kinds of classrooms
that typified writing instruction from the turn of the century to the early
1970s. In most writing centers today, for example, the line between teacher

and student is often blurred; writers help writers and everybody learns.
Because of the one-on-one interaction and availability of immediate response, writers can more easily become readers and readers become writers
in the negotiation of meaning(s). In addition, writing in the center is often
an activity that has beginnings and endpoints that are far less fixed than in
traditional classrooms, and texts can much more readily be seen as steps in a
process of the business of expressing, persuading, moving, arguing.
It may be argued that writing centers can afford this modern (or even

"postmodern") approach more easily than classroom teaching because they

most often remain outside the traditional school structure and do not have

to adhere to assessment policies, grading systems, and standardized test
preparation that still seem to burden institutionalized teaching. While
centers are often valuable fixtures at many secondary schools, colleges, and
universities, they are usually not part of the mainstream curriculum. And it

is precisely this precarious outsiders position that forces writing center
administrators into the unenviable position of continually having to justify

a center's funding and, by extension, its existence. This tension between
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taking a leadership role in writing pedagogy and fighting for life within fairly
conservative institutions turns the process of self-monitoring or self-evaluat-

ing into a bit of a dilemma. If a writing center is to be supported, it must be

successful. But if indeed the definitions are being reconceived, what now

constitutes success and how can it be measured? Is success statistical evidence
that students who use the center get better grades? Is it high utilization? Is
it student satisfaction or teacher satisfaction? And what can we understand

by "satisfaction"?
While there are any number of strategies aimed at increasing student use
of the center through advertising and other means of promotion, it is difficult

to assess how well writing centers are doing the job when the interactive,
supportive, confidence-building nature of that job does not lend itself to
standard evaluation procedures. However the task of helping writers is
conceived, writing center administrators are nonetheless held accountable to
students, faculty, and administration for consistency, professionalism, and
the ability to produce "results"; that is, centers must help writers, readers, and

thinkers in the academic community become better at what they do. It
becomes important, then, to find some way of ensuring quality without
compromising the unique situation that exists in the writing center where

power inequities between tutor and student are minimized (because no one
gives a grade) and where - at least ideally - each writer's voice is recognized
and validated. Perhaps more importantly, we need to understand what terms
like "success," "results," and "helpful" mean in a writing center context.

In this essay, I will discuss one way to consider success and failure in
writing center terms. In so doing, I offer a method developed at DePaul
University that attempts to strike a balance: maintain a student-centered,
collaborative, process-oriented, intellectual approach while at the same time
addressing the question of whether or not a student is receiving the kind of
help that she wants or needs or deserves.
First, what does it mean to "strengthen" a writing conference? Much of
the best work on writing centers treats ways to run a conference. Often these
studies deal with theories about what a student needs to know to write well
and why, what a tutor or consultant needs to know and do to help a student,
and what methods are most suitable for achieving a myriad of goals - from

initiating literate practices2 to working on writing mechanics. Muriel
Harris's Teaching: One-to-One: The Writing Conference, Irene Clark's Writing in the Center , Emily Meyer and Louise Z. Smith's The Practical Tutor all

aim at preparing consultants for conferencing; they propose solutions and
discuss the rationales behind their recommendations. Likewise, there are

numerous important studies, such as those in Thomas Flynn and Mary
King's edited volume, Dynamics of the Writing Center > that discuss writing

conference relationships and explore how writing conferences can be (and
are) used to promote literate skills and practices, both social and cognitive.
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But I would argue that evaluation of existing service, particularly in terms of

its "effectiveness," has not been sufficiently addressed, even though selfevaluation is an integral part of most writing center agendas.3
The most common ways to assess writing center conferences are either

through student evaluations or some form of observation. These are not
perfect solutions. Muriel Harris has pointed out that student evaluations are
of some benefit in revealing student concerns, and they occasionally provide
workable suggestions for how to address those concerns and solve problems
("A Multi-Service Lab" 24-25) . But student evaluations tend to be monologicē

Students express their opinions, usually on some kind of fill-in-the-blank
form, and for the most part these students neither expect nor receive any kind

of response that might generate solutions. In other words, students cannot
participate any further in the "conversation." As a result, communication is

haphazard and one-sided, making any kind of resolution about what to do

a hit-or-miss affair.

In his article, "Writing Center Research: Testing our Assumptions,"
Stephen North proposes a program in which "good" tutors and "not-sogood" tutors are videotaped, then undergo a "stimulated recall session" where

they recount what they were thinking during a conference. Although I
imagine that this procedure is illuminating, it is also problematic. One of the

acknowledged problems with audio-taping, video-taping and in-person
observations of a conference is that all three necessarily interfere with the
interaction between writer and consultant and fundamentally alter it. The
traditional criticism of "scientific" observation (ethnographies and protocols
included) is that self-consciousness on the part of the observed - and being

observed necessarily results in heightened self-scrutiny of what one is
doing - inevitably skews the results, particularly in a situation as emotion-

ally, psychologically, and socially mercurial as two people discussing and
collaborating on the writing process.4 Conclusive or unambiguous judgments about an observed or monitored writing session are simply not
possible; the tutorial or conference will never be business as usual. In fact,
most teachers will acknowledge that classes observed by faculty review
committees are generally unlike - sometimes painfully unlike - their normal, unobserved classes. Both student and teacher react differently.

A second, more fundamental problem with observations and student
evaluations is that both are inherently forms of assessment that are all too

similar to the nerve-wracking evaluative systems already in place in the
classroom. Classrooms generally are arenas where students' work is observed
and assessed by teachers, and where teachers' work is observed and evaluated
by students and/or superiors. Performance ratings go into permanent files
used for graduation, contract renewals, merit pay, or tenure. By contrast, one
of the reasons many students come to the center is to get away temporarily

from the business of evaluation and the fearsome materiality of grades

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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associated with the classroom. And most assuredly, students seem to
appreciate the response and support that the less-threatening environment of

the writing center offers. It would seem rather inconsistent with the
philosophical goals of these centers, then, to then turn around and use
classroom-based evaluative procedures to measure the ability of their consultants. North, in fact, is not advocating that we video-tape tutors to measure
ability but rather to gather research on what good tutors do. But in the school

setting, this kind of research automatically suggests measurement and
assessment, regardless of claims and assurances to the contrary. Nobody likes
being taped or observed for evaluation purposes. Like going to the dentist for

root canal work, it has seemed a necessary evil. Perhaps it is evil, but is it
necessary?

The Writing Center Conference Diagnostic (WCCD)
In an effort to mitigate the problems that standard evaluative procedures
invite, DePaul University has undertaken a program of writing conference

diagnosis adapted from the Small Group Instructional Diagnosis programs
implemented several years ago at the University of Washington, Purdue
University, and the University of Southern California for use in the class-

room.5 Because it depends upon the ongoing commitment of all participants, the Writing Center Conference Diagnosis (WCCD) is structured to
work primarily in situations where consultant and student meet regularly
throughout a school term. This program invites both consultant and student
to provide input and receive feedback about their conference for the express
purpose of improving the quality of the interaction for the remainder of their

working relationship. "Quality" becomes something that three participants - student, consultant, and a facilitator - determine. Interviews with
consultant and student are done in systematic ways by trained peer consultants (facilitators), and the results are discussed in person and in writing with

the student and consultant only; the information is not relayed to any
superior or director. And while this process is still evaluative, the evaluation

is interactive ; problems and solutions are arrived at through a three-way
discussion among student, consultant, and facilitator.
This program relies on several important tenets drawn from procedures
developed by Jody Nyquist and Donald Wulff at the University of Washington:

1. Interviews are seen as research and are aimed at information
gathering more than at assessment.
2. Facilitators do not give answers, but instead offer suggestions in
a kind of partner relationship with both student and consultant. In

many cases, both facilitators and consultants call upon their own
reading, study, and experiences to develop new strategies.
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3. Interviews are best conducted by peers or colleagues who are
themselves part of the process and have first-hand knowledge of the
strains, requirements, and concerns in the center.

4. Results and suggestions for improvement are arrived at through

dialogue and collaboration. In other words, the procedure is
designed to be highly interactive.

5. The program is to be used at mid-term so that there is time to
implement any changes or improvements.

We developed this program for use in DePaul University's Writing
Center in 1 994 to replace the standard yearly observations and to supplement
student evaluations. First, I will describe the procedure in a bit more detail,

then report on our results.

The WCCD Procedure
The DePaul Writing Center is a medium-sized facility serving an average

of 400 students per quarter. At least half of these students have standing
(usually weekly) appointments; the rest are drop-ins. The center is staffed by
forty graduate and undergraduate writing consultants, eight of whom are
graduate assistants who work twenty hours a week in the center as consultants
and who also share administrative duties. The graduate assistants are selected

to be "facilitators" for the WCCD program largely on the basis of their
extensive experience working with students and their commitment to the
center. Each facilitator uses the WCCD procedure to work with three or four
other consultants. The graduate assistants also participate in the program,
serving as facilitators for each other. Before we began the program last year,
the facilitators were introduced to the concept of the WCCD. They provided
helpful feedback on its design and helped draw up the specific documents we
would use.
Our version of WCCD consists of the following steps:

1 . Facilitator-Consultant Preliminary Meeting
First, facilitator and consultant meet to discuss which of the consultant's

standing conferences (or weekly appointments) they want to diagnose. At
DePaul, most consultants have at least two standing appointments per
quarter; some have as many as five (even ten during Fall Quarter, the busiest).

The conferences selected can range from successful to problematic. Many
consultants choose to work on conferences they feel unsure about: If a
student seems troubled or quiet, is she getting anything out of the conference?

Does the student feel he is making improvements? Do conferences need to
move faster or slower? On the other hand, some consultants may feel the
conferences are going well and want confirmation.

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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After this initial decision is made, the consultant contacts the student to
get her consent to be interviewed (during a regular appointment). Facilitator
and consultant then thoroughly discuss past and upcoming sessions between

student and consultant. To help gather information, facilitators in our
WCCD referred to the following questions (listed here and in Appendix II),
using them as a rough guide:
a) What are your general goals for the conferences? What do you

want the student to do? To know?

b) What is the general atmosphere of the conferences?
c) Can you characterize the type of student (difficult, shy, friendly,

argumentative)?

d) How is time spent in a typical conference?

e) What consulting procedures and practices are used with this
particular student?

f) How do you make sure the student understands what you're
saying?

g) What might the student suggest for improvement? What does

the student like best about the conference?

h) Are there any special problems it would help to know about?
i) Are there any questions you want to ask the student?
j) What do you think your strengths are? What are the strengths of

the conference? What would you like to change? What would you
like the student to change?
The facilitator then explores with the consultant the approach she will
use in talking to the student, including both what the facilitator will say to
the student when they meet and what the consultant might be expected to

say and do after that meeting. This is one of many opportunities for
collaborative determinations between facilitator and consultant about how
information is gathered and handled. Consultants should also be reassured
that the information generated is confidential and that the facilitator is there
to help, not to correct or take sides.
Finally, facilitator and consultant discuss the time frame:

a) How long the diagnosis will take;
b) When the facilitator will meet with the student;

c) When the follow-up meeting between facilitator and consultant
will take place.

https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/wcj/vol15/iss2/7
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These steps should occur within as short a time frame as possible, optimally
within a week.

2. Facilitator-Student Meeting
On a pre-arranged day and usually during the first ten or fifteen minutes
of a regularly-scheduled appointment, the facilitator meets with the student
in the absence of the consultant. The facilitator asks the student to fill out a

short questionnaire which invites the student to list the strengths and
weaknesses of the conferences as well as suggestions for improvement (see
Appendix IV). Facilitator and student then discuss the questionnaire, the

facilitator making sure she understands the student's responses. The
facilitator tries to promote discussion in two essential areas: 1) how the
consultant is helping the student become a better writer, reader or thinker;
and 2) how the conference can be changed to better assist the student. The
student should be encouraged to make concrete suggestions, both about what

the consultant could do and what the student himself could do to improve
the conference. The facilitator should try to elicit as much detail as possible
(see "Specific Questions," Appendix III) concerning the focus of the conferences, logical sequence, clarity, appropriateness of comments and questions,
tone, results, expectations, and coordination with class work.

3. Facilitator-Consultant Follow-Up
The facilitator and consultant then meet to discuss what transpired in the
session with the student and to develop a strategy that is responsive to the
student's concerns and problems and to the specific needs of both consultant
and student. Often, information about writing theory and pedagogy can be
introduced, shared, discussed, and even debated. The result is a kind of staff
development that not only draws upon current ideas in the field but is shaped

to the special needs, problems, or concerns of individual cases.
To further assist the consultant, the facilitator then writes up a short
report or assessment of the interviews and shares this with the consultant.
Although this final written report is in addition to the follow-up discussion,
facilitators at DePaul generally agreed that this is a desirable last step. Not
only does a written document give the consultant something concrete to
study, but it also synthesizes the final discussion between facilitator and
consultant, including specific suggestions and ways to implement changes.
Finally, it becomes something that the consultant can refer to at a later date.
(Note that this document should become the property of the consultant.)

4. Consultant-Student Dialogue
Finally, and perhaps the most important step, at the next appointment
possible, the consultant and student discuss the results of the interview and
decide on what changes (if any) they want to make in their conferences for
the remainder of the quarter. This is also a time to reassure the student that

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022
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the consultant feels positive about the student's comments, that the information gathered will not be used against the student in any way - that, in fact,
the results will be used to help make the conference better. This last meeting
is also an additional opportunity for the student to comment on the process
and to clarify and elaborate on any further suggestions for improvement.

The WCCD Program At Work
Under the auspices of chief researcher as well as Writing Center director,
I met several times with the facilitators, consultants, and students to see how

the program seemed to work. Perhaps the most interesting consequence of
the program in terms of actually strengthening conferences at DePaul had to
do with examining expectations, those of the student as well as those of the
consultant. Some students had a view of the center that was at odds with their
consultant's, and this mismatch, although rarely articulated during regular
conferences, resulted in quite a bit of cross talk and confusion.

For example, Clare6 lamented that DePaul's Writing Center had the
wrong philosophy; we tried to cover too much. She had heard that another
writing center in town just did grammar. This approach seemed to her to be
altogether more to the point. Furthermore, it was as easy as going to a car

wash. You take the dirty car in and they simply shoot it through. It gets
cleaned up, inside and out, and is ready to go in a matter of minutes. At this
other institution, she maintained pointedly, a person didn't have to bother
with all that other content and thesis stuff. The facilitator, Joan, told Clare
that if she felt comfortable just working on grammar in the sessions, they

could - although we probably would never have a car wash kind of setup.
Working with ideas, theses, and development was messy and a lot more
difficult, but the best kind of writing had to be strong at both the idea level
and in its presentation. After thinking it over, Clare admitted she needed the
work on organization and development, but it was just so hard. They talked

about writing in general and whether it was possible to make the sessions
easier. When Joan shared this discussion with Clare's consultant, Jake, they
decided to work on developing different ways of helping Clare both with her

grammatical concerns and more global issues. Jake also saw ways that he
could approach the sessions with greater sensitivity. For example, he wanted
to try to spend more time addressing Clare's immediate and long-term needs
and goals as a writer and to give Clare more control in determining the course
of the conference.
Situations such as the above may also provide excellent opportunities to
expose other issues important to work and research in the center. It may well
be that Clare's approach reflects a style of reading quite different from Jake's.
Her concern with sentence-level issues and her perception of what "they do"

elsewhere may result from a different paradigm, one that privileges close
textual analysis. By contrast, Jake may be operating out of a different model,
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one based on a form of reader-response theory that informs the theoretical

training favored at DePaul. In other words, the disjunction is not as
uncomplicated as it might seem on the surface and, in fact, may reflect
theories and approaches of particular courses, disciplines, or institutions.
Potentially, such discussions among consultant, facilitator, and student
could be far-ranging and enormously enlightening.
In another case, Bill felt that all his consultant wanted to do was talk ("All

she does is ask questions"), while Bill felt he needed help on grammar and
organization. He was feeling very frustrated. The facilitator began to
understand that the consultant was trying to help Bill develop his topic by

asking questions about what Bill knew and what his position was. Because
much of this work took place without specifically referring to the paper Bill
had written, Bill failed to see its relevance. The facilitator was able to work

it out so at least some of the "talk" and "questioning" was more directly
related to what Bill's draft. She helped Bill see that the "talk" wasn't merely
prattle but a way of encouraging him to articulate his goals for the paper and
to amplify them more fully.

Our WCCD program also enabled us to address problems of commitment, particularly with students who - even though they had standing
appointments - only dropped in when they were frantic and needed a live
body to talk to. This attitude tended to discourage consultants who felt it very
difficult to help these students on such a fragmented basis. In these cases,

often the facilitator was able to negotiate a middle ground by getting the
student to better understand the philosophy of the center and by adjusting

the consultants' expectations. Occasionally the opportunity arose for
facilitator and student to explore ways to use the conference at points in the
writing process other than when revising a final draft.

Potentially, this type of interaction can also encompass personality as
well as pedagogical conflicts. For example, a student who doesn't show up
for a weekly appointment may have other things on her mind (such as
personal problems) that she is reluctant to communicate to a consultant.
Facilitators, without prying into a student's personal life, can make certain

discoveries that might help reduce difficulties between consultant and
student, even to the extent of scheduling the student with a different

consultant or with a school counselor.

WCCD does not only help deal with problems. We had a number of
what one facilitator called "gushy-glowy" responses: students who loved
their consultants and thought they were doing a great job with no problems
and no room for improvement. Harris notes that this type of response often
reflects a student's gratitude for help received ("Multiservice Writing Lab"),

and our experience confirmed this observation. In addition, however,
facilitators felt that such responses often resulted from students' perceptions

that WCCD interviews were primarily intended to evaluate their consult-
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ants; facilitators had a difficult time persuading them that consultants
themselves wanted student responses in order to better help the student. In
a follow-up interview, one student, Rosa, pointed out that it was difficult to
criticize a person from whom you still needed help, especially when you work
so closely together.

Program Assessment
One of the flaws, then, of the program as we had it set up was that, despite
our best efforts, the facilitator was still seen as an authority figure, assigned

to sit in judgment over the consultant. There are several possible solutions
to this problem. First, this type of facilitation should be optional, to be used
at the consultant's discretion or the student's, and this policy should be made
clear to all participants well in advance of utilizing the WCCD program. The
program needs to be well enough advertised so students understand its goals
and feel free to request the program for their own conferences without fear

of penalty. Because school administrators (department chairs, deans, and
others in charge of allocating funds) need to be satisfied that some kind of
effective monitoring is in place, consultants at DePaul are asked to participate
at least once a year.

We should also consider ways to increase the student's participation in
the process. For example, students might be encouraged to take on a larger
role if at some point in the process they received a copy of the consultant's
responses to the initial interview with the facilitator. This move would give
the student a larger stake in the process.7
Overall, I see the following benefits to using the program:

•The WCCD seems particularly suited to individuals working together
and to the notion that concepts of "success" or "failure" are highly contextual,
at least as far as writing centers are concerned. Approaches that work for one
conference won't necessarily work for the next. Success can be as seemingly

inconsequential as building a student's confidence about an idea or as
momentous as working together to help the student write an acceptable
master's thesis. In any case, definitions of success (and failure) should be left

up to those involved.
• WCCDs are designed to help all partners in the exchange, including the

facilitator, who is also a consultant. All participants teach; all participants
learn. The program attempts to spread responsibility for improvement
among student, consultant, and facilitator.
•Because this is a research program undertaken by peers, the notion of
improvement - in writing, reading, and conferencing - as something gener-

ated through a process of negotiation will, we hope, be underscored.
"Results" cannot be made to match some externally-constructed norm, but
rather should be regarded as socially-constructed.
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I began by invoking some virtues of a postmodern writing center,
particularly the questioning of definitions and the lack of fixity of boundaries

and roles. The WCCD method I have promoted here pertains to a relatively
small facet of the activity of writing centers but also an important one,
particularly in the messages it sends to students, consultants, and administra-

tors. The WCCD method grows out of a theory of discourse that requires
us to pay attention to how language is always shaped by participants,
circumstances, contexts, and purposes. T o work properly, then, the program
needs to be configured according to the needs and expectations of institutions
and the people they serve. As such, it should be seen as another in a long line
of experiments and investigations undertaken in the writing center context.

Notes
ll am grateful for a DePaul University Summer Research Grant that
facilitated work on this project. Special thanks to DePaul facilitators Alice
Kim, Jay Lenn, Francesca Moroney, Brenda Murray, Madhuri Rao, Charise
Studesville, and Jane Tindall for their contributions to the development of

the WCCD program. I am also indebted to Betty Bamberg for introducing
me to the Small Group Instructional Diagnosis and to Mark Shadle for his

valuable comments on earlier drafts.

2In literacy circles, "literate practices" include any practices relating to
the production and comprehension of texts. For students, this might include

methods for understanding assignments and how to respond to them,
understanding teachers and how to work with them, and understanding texts

and how to interpret them. It includes learning about one's discourse
community and how to situate oneself within it.
3In Kinkead and Harris's Writing Centers in Context ' most writing center
administrators mention evaluation as a feature of their programs; most use
student evaluations at the end of each term.

4Note that in anthropology, while it is acknowledged that observers
interfere with what is being observed simply through their presence as
observers, it is also argued that valuable information can be gleaned. Since
there are few other alternatives, direct observation remains a mainstay of
anthropological research.

5For more information on Small Group Instructional Diagnosis, see
Clark and Bekey; Diamond; Sorcinelli; Wulff; Nyquist and Wulff; and

Wulff et al.

6Note that here and elsewhere the real names of participants in the

WCCD have not been used.

7I am indebted to Joseph Saling for this suggestion.
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APPENDIX I

WRITING CENTER CONFERENCE DIAGNOSIS

(WCCD)
The principal goal of the Writing Center is to ensure that all student

writers receive the kinds of feedback that will enable them to become better
writers, readers, and thinkers. To this end, we are instituting a systematic

approach to help consultants develop their own insights into a variety of
pertinent questions concerning their consulting strategies. For example,
does the writing center conference provide a setting for optimal learning?
What kinds of interactions seem the most helpful or the least helpful? Is the
pace of the conference too slow or too fast? Does the student feel empowered

and/or helped? Does the consultant feel empowering and/or helpful?
The aim behind WCCD is to provide an opportunity for students and
consultants to help themselves. As such, it is more diagnostic than evaluative.
Results of the diagnosis will not go to anyone in a supervisory capacity, nor
will they be used in promotion or rehiring considerations. All information
is generated by and shared among three participants only: student, consultant, and facilitator.

WCCD PROCEDURE

A consultant works directly with a facilitator (an experienced c

or Graduate Assistant) and one or more students (standing appo

with whom the consultant confers. The process is initiated at midt
procedure is as follows:

1 . Facilitator and consultant meet to discuss the conference
and upcoming - and determine how the interview process ca

be used to provide feedback on improving the conference. C
ants select one or two of their standing appointments they w
diagnosed. Consultants then contact the student and get his

to be interviewed (during a regular appointment).

2. On a prearranged day, the facilitator meets with the stud
the absence of the consultant. The facilitator asks the studen

out a short questionnaire; then they discuss it, the facilitator
sure she understands the student's ideas and concerns. (This

takes place during the first part of a regularly-scheduled ap

ment.)
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3. The facilitator and consultant then meet to discuss the data and
develop a strategy that will be responsive to the specific needs of both
consultant and student.

4. The facilitator writes up a short report or assessment of the
interviews and shares this with the consultant.

5. At the next appointment possible , the consultant and student
discuss the results and decide on what changes (if any) they want to
make in the conferences for the remainder of the quarter.

BENEFITS

Students and consultants have the opportunity to discuss and m

changes that affect them both. The result is a heightened awareness on t

part of the student about the objectives of the conference and his

responsibilities and an increased understanding on the part of the consul
about the effectiveness of the interaction. Because this procedure is done

midterm, both consultant and student can make changes that can act
improve the conference.
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APPENDIX II

INITIAL INTERVIEW WORK SHEET (for facilitator
1. Information to obtain from the consultant in the initial interview.

a) What are your general goals for the conferences? What do

want the student to do? To know?

b) What is the general atmosphere of the conferences?
c) Can you characterize the type of student? (difficult, shy, friendly,
feisty)

d) How is time spent in a typical conference?

e) What consulting procedures and practices are used with this
particular student?

f) How do you make sure the student understands what you're
saying?

g) What might the student suggest for improvement? What does

the student like best about the conference?

h) Are there any special problems it would help to know about?
i) Are there any questions you want to ask the student?
j) What do you think your strengths are? What are the strengths of

the conference? What would you like to change? What would you
like the student to change?
2. Information to give the consultant during the initial interview.
a) What facilitator will say to the student.
b) What consultant will be expected to say/do after facilitator talks
to the student.
c) That information among interviewer, facilitator, and student is
confidential.
d) That facilitator is there to help, not to evaluate or take sides.
3. Information facilitator and consultant need to negotiate during the initial

interview.

a) How long the diagnosis will take.
b) Time and place for interview with student.

c) Follow-up meeting between facilitator and consultant.
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APPENDIX III

FACILITATOR-STUDENT INTERVIEW PROCEDURE
What the facilitator will convey to the student:
My name is

Our goal is to assist other consultants in improving w

ences. One way we can do this is to talk to studen
communication between student and consultant.

The process, Writing Center Conference Diagnosis,

regular part of our program. The feedback you provi
help improve the quality of the conference. If there

rather not share with the consultant, please let m
information will be shared with anyone else without

We are primarily interested in getting answers to the

GENERAL QUESTIONS

1 . What are you and your consultant currently do

become a better writer, reader and/or thinker?

2. What changes could be made in the conference to b

could your consultant do? What could you do?

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS
1. Is the conference focused? Is the conference logically sequenced?
2. Are the consultant's comments clear? helpful? appropriate? enough? too
many? Does the consultant use terms you don't understand?

3. Are your responses clear? Do you take adequate responsibility in the
conference? Could you do more? How?
4. Is the tone of the conference friendly? Is the consultant intimidating or

impatient? Does the consultant push hard enough? Are you ever impatient

with the consultant?

5. What are your expectations of the writing center conferences? Are you
seeing results on papers? What kind? What were your expectations when you
first came in? What are they now?

6. Do the conferences seem well-coordinated with writing class? Should
conferences be coordinated with your writing class?

Published by Purdue e-Pubs, 2022

17

Writing Center Journal, Vol. 15 [2022], Iss. 2, Art. 7

1 80 The Writing Center Journal

APPENDIX IV

FEEDBACK FORM (for student):

A. List the major strengths of the conference. What is the consulta
doing that is helping you to improve your reading, writing and/or thi
What are you doing?

Strengths Explanation/Examples
1.

2.

3.

4.

B. List changes that could be made in the conference to assist you in
improving your writing.

Changes Ways to Make Changes
1.

2.

3.

4.

C. Other comments:
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